beginning with the period from Wilhelm Gesenius (usually considered the father of the diachronic study of BH) to Yechezkel Kutscher (Hurvitz's teacher), followed by a discussion of the work of Robert Polzin and a longer treatment of the work of Hurvitz, and their followers, and continuing with a summary of the work of scholars who have challenged various fundamental presuppositions and methods in previous scholarship.
The chapter concludes with a list of seven points of agreement and (mainly) disagreement between Hurvitz and his followers and the challengers. variables with the independent variables of time period and text type. His objective is to arbitrate between the views of the traditionalists and the challengers, that is, between the arguments that these sets of linguistic variables are either diachronic or stylistic variants in biblical writings, respectively. His conclusion is that seven of the eight pairs represent authentic linguistic changes in progress in BH (all but 7), of which three represent conscious changes from above social awareness (3, 5, 6) , three represent unconscious changes from below social awareness (1, 2, 8) , and the direction (i.e., from above or below) of one change is unclear (4).
Chapter 6 ("A Sociolinguistic Evaluation of the Linguistic Dating of Biblical
Texts: Summary and Conclusions") draws out the implications of Kim's analyses for the current debate over the linguistic dating of biblical writings. In summary, first, against the challengers, EBH and LBH are not completely stylistic, because seven of the eight linguistic variables show a meaningful correlation between the choice of variant and the independent variable of time period; however, second, against the traditionalists, linguistic dating is not viable because it is impossible to distinguish between early and late adopters of any given linguistic innovation in BH and because linguistic changes which are conscious or from above social awareness are close to, if not the same as, "stylistic," and so they are unreliable criteria for tracking the linguistic chronology of BH.
Evaluation
I find much to commend in this short study. It is well-written, clear and concise in its argumentation, relatively free of editorial mistakes, and wellillustrated with 31 figures and tables. Given the heated debate between traditionalists and challengers over the past ten years, I also find it refreshing that Kim manages to maintain a positive attitude toward both sides throughout his volume, and, in my opinion, succeeds in representing fairly and analyzing even-handedly the views of both Hurvitz et al. and
Young et al. In terms of theory and method, Kim's monograph is the first significant attempt to examine and explain linguistic variation in BH from the standpoint of a historical sociolinguistic variationist approach. [1] As such it represents a fresh analysis which offers some new insights on the same old data many of us have invested so much time in studying.
Personally, as one of the so-called challengers, the book has challenged me to reconsider, revise, and/or restate some of my arguments. And I should acknowledge up front that several of his conclusions are congenial to my own views: BH exhibits linguistic changes in progress; linguistic dating of BH writings is hardly possible. So, for example, I am welldisposed to a statement like this one:
For example, Hurvitz's linguistic dating of P to the preexilic period can in theory be valid if P was neither an early adopter nor a conservative with regard to most of the linguistic shifts from EBH to LBH-a proposition that we cannot defend empirically. If, however, P had been generally conservative in following most of the individual changes of the period-again, we cannot prove this-P could theoretically be placed to the exilic period or later, the position that many biblical scholars subscribe to (pp. 88-89).
I also think the discussion of "further implications" (pp. 155-60) is insightful and should prompt more detailed research on issues like socalled "transitional" BH.
However, and this a rather large however, although I totally agree with Kim that BH does exhibit linguistic changes in progress, I continue to believe that the distribution of many linguistic variables in BH, and on a larger scale the linguistic profiles of EBH and LBH, are largely stylistic, for reasons I give below. So, following brief comments on some relatively less significant issues and lengthier discussions of several key theoretical and methodological matters, I return to the issue of style. My first observation is that the very fact that Kim-and by no means is he alone in his method-must combine data from different books in order to boost their statistical reliability should immediately throw up red flags. The quantity of BH data which suffices for diachronic linguistic analysis is quite small and inconsistent. My remark applies to both the small sizes of many books (most of the Twelve, Ruth, Song of Songs, etc.) and the small numbers of tokens in these and many other books. [8] The situation nicely illustrates Labov's well-known adage about historical linguistics "as the art of making the best use of bad data," except that "very bad data" is probably a better description of the situation in BH. As to the minimum number of tokens for each book, Kim realizes there is no magic number (p. 55 n. 39), but he settles on ten or more. This is a frequently cited number in sociolinguistic literature, though thirty or more is often considered ideal. [9] Of course, in the case of the Hebrew Bible, or for that matter any other ancient/pre-modern writings, the fortuitous preservation of the sources and distribution of the data in them must be factored into the equation. It is an uneasy situation: having sufficient tokens for statistical reliability versus not silencing written "voices" which may give true testimony to divergent tendencies. This is pointed out nicely in Suzanne Romaine's discussion of "the problem of sampling" in which she summarizes different sociolinguistic studies of randomness versus representativeness and of relationships between individuals and groups. [10] Most interesting in the present context are Gregory Guy's study of final stop deletion in Philadelphia English, in which he "showed that most of the individual deviations from majority patterns occurred when there were fewer than 10 tokens; above this number, there was 90 percent conformity with the expected pattern. Above 35 tokens, there was 100 percent," contrasted with Xavier Albó's study of a number of different variables in Cochabamba Quechua, in which he "concluded that there was no single criterion to determine the number of occurrences necessary to produce representative results for a given variable for an individual speaker. In some cases more than 100 occurrences may not be enough, while in others fewer than 10, and even 2 occurrences might show contrastive patterns of usage." [11] Results like these in sociolinguistic studies of contemporary speech might cause us to be a little more openminded when a BH book, small or large, has only, say, four or six or eight tokens of any given set of linguistic variables instead of the "minimum" ten. Another outcome of such studies might be that we should resist combining biblical books, whether in EBH, LBH, DtrH (see above), or whichever, whose ratios of usage of particular variables contrast, or diverge very much. In conclusion, my opinion is that Kim's pragmatic decision to combine biblical books in his quantitative analyses is highly problematic and should be avoided. an important article on investigating variation and change in written documents, summarizes four basic requirements for written documents to be useful for a variationist analysis, the first of which is "texts should be as close to speech, and especially vernacular styles, as possible" and "[t]his condition largely excludes formal and literary writing." [16] Then he proposes a taxonomy of written genres according to their proximity to speech. He begins with interview transcripts and trial records, followed by ex-slave narratives, letters, diaries, and commentaries, and he ends with literary dialect since it sits farthest away from speech. [17] In particular, personal/private letters offer certain advantages and rank as one of the best text types available for historical variation studies, including studies of Akkadian, pre-modern English, and many other languages. [18] It hardly needs to be pointed out that biblical writing-speech and narration together-is literary writing. Third, while there are linguistic differences between BH speech and narration, [19] Style: Style and stylistic variation are ubiquitous in Labov's sociolinguistic model. [23] His analysis is founded on the notion of consciousness which relates in turn to the formality of the context. The basic idea is that a more formal context triggers more attention to language, hence it is more aware, careful, intentional, and so on. [24] Aesthetics also plays a role in stylistic variation: a speaker or writer (or a group of speakers or writers) often has (have) attitudes about what constitutes "good style," resulting in the manipulation of language for aesthetic purposes. [25] On the scale of formality, writing is usually, but not always, more formal than speech, and literary writing is habitually more formal that other genres of writing (cf. the remarks above on text type). Thus literary writing in itself triggers careful attention to language. Given that BH is written language, and literary language, and scribally-learned language, [26] and also serves religious purposes, it stands to reason that the distribution of many linguistic variables in BH are the outcome of conscious choices. They are "changes from above" or "stylistic variants."
Independent variable of time period:
Another avenue of argumentation also seems to support my proposal. All language change involves variation between several or more linguistic variables. "Completed" language change may be defined as either stable variation between linguistic variables, thus exhibiting no inclination to move to completion, or replacement of one variable by another, thus resulting in the elimination of the earlier variable. [27] What do we see in BH-which may have been written and changing for a thousand years?
There are very few lexemes, phrases, or semantic developments, and very few, if any, grammatical forms or uses, which are attested (and certainly not frequently attested) in "late" BH only or without their contrasting "early" BH variable in "late" BH also. [28] In other words, we can hardly speak of "completed" change, only change which is ongoing or in progress. This suggests that in the case of many linguistic variables attested in the Hebrew Bible, the writers (authors, editors, and scribes) of BH had to make conscious choices between "competing" linguistic variables. And more often than not they made the same choices. The result is that there is remarkable homogeneity (continuity, uniformity) in [30] Similarly Ehud Ben Zvi argues that the shift from SBH to LBH as the language of writing religious texts conveyed at some point in the late Persian period an ideological image of conceptual clusters and boundaries. On the one hand, texts associated with "Judahite" language and characters (including, by extension and appropriation the figure of Moses, but certainly not that of Ezra). These texts appeared in the mentioned triad of collections (or mental shelves) ["the pentateuchal books, the so-called deuteronomistic history, and the prophetic books"] and stood at the ideological core of the "text-centered" community construed (and imagined) by the literati in the late Persian period. These books were associated with earlier times, from an era preceding the settlement in the land to the loss of the land and exile. On the other hand, texts associated with LBH were considered to be less central to the community, outside the triad mentioned above, later, and as all postmonarchic Israel within this discourse, as carrying a strong Babylonian returnee voice. [31] In short, these authors argue that the biblical writers' choice of language arises from particular conceptual or ideological motivations. [32] My specific suggestion, therefore, is that EBH writers were conservative in their linguistic choices because their core literary language was the language of Torah. By contrast, LBH writers had a less traditional attitude toward Torah and its language, so they sometimes embraced, more or less frequently, non-conservative (or non-traditional or non-standard) linguistic forms/uses (e.g., ‫תוכלמ‬ rather than ‫.)הכלממ‬ In other words, EBH and LBH language/writing styles are acts of identification. But, whereas we agree that they are unhelpful for linguistic dating, namely because it is impossible to distinguish between early and late adopters and others in between, we disagree on the direction of change of some of the variables: Kim thinks they are examples of change from both above and below, whereas I find no evidence for interpreting any of them as examples of change from below.
In conclusion, it is clear that I have mixed feelings about Kim's results.
However, to repeat what I said above, personally, as one of the so-called challengers, the book has challenged me to reconsider, revise, and/or restate some of my arguments. Kim describes his book as "a pilot study" which seeks "to establish a method" that can be used or revised by others, and "as a stepping-stone for those who wish to continue the exploration" (pp. 8, 161). In my mind he has given all of us involved in the historical linguistics/linguistic dating debate a lot to think about. spontaneous speech and then moves to more formal varieties of speech, represents the operation of internal linguistic factors, is unnoticed until nearing completion, is introduced by any social class but mostly inner classes including lower middle and upper working classes, is acquired in childhood, diffuses in a more natural and even direction. Also, its distribution of old and new forms/uses is more predictable and systematic, is definitive and irreversible, is a reliable indicator of chronology, and appears in written documents in oral text types. Change from above occurs above social awareness and often with full public awareness, is consciously chosen, is socially noticeable and considered prestigious, appears first in careful speech or more formal styles, represents the operation of external linguistic factors, is noticed from the beginning, is introduced mostly by the dominant (not necessarily the highest) social classes, is acquired in adulthood, diffuses in a less natural and uneven direction. Its distribution of old and new forms/uses is less predictable or sporadic and unsystematic, is indefinite and reversible, is not a reliable indicator of chronology given that it is largely stylistic, and appears in written documents in literate text types.
